
From: Mitchell, Tanya
To: Sy, William
Subject: FW: Rolling Knolls - CDM Smith Draft QAPP RTC
Date: Thursday, January 22, 2015 3:20:44 PM
Attachments: Rolling Knolls RTC Draft QAPP 1-22-15.pdf

Hi Bill,
Attached is CDM’s response to the concerns you identified in their oversight QAPP. It appears that
 your concerns were addressed. Please review and let me know if you have any additional concerns.
Thanks,
Tanya
From: Hagerman, Paul [mailto:HagermanPR@cdmsmith.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 22, 2015 3:08 PM
To: Mitchell, Tanya; Darpinian, Amy F NWK (Amy.F.Darpinian@usace.army.mil)
Cc: Tan, Kershu
Subject: Rolling Knolls - CDM Smith Draft QAPP RTC
Let me know if you have any questions.
We will finalize our QAPP upon your acceptance of these responses.
Thanks,
Paul
Paul Hagerman, P.E.
CDM Smith
110 Fieldcrest Avenue, #8
6th Floor
Edison, NJ 08837
phone: (732) 225 7000 (operator)
phone: (732) 590 4663 (direct dial)
cell phone: (917) 941 4010
fax: (732) 590 4663

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=2B9A99F716B1487AAEA8EA35F9994ADB-MITCHELL, TANYA
mailto:Sy.William@epa.gov



 
110 Fieldcrest Avenue #8, 6th Floor 


Edison, New Jersey 08837 


tel: 732 225-7000 


fax: 732 225-7851 
 


January 22, 2015 
 
U.S. Department of the Army 
Corps of Engineers, Kansas City District 
Superfund Section 
601 East 12th Street 
Kansas City, Missouri 64106-2896 
 
 
Attn:  CENWK- PM-E/Amy Darpinian 
Project:  Contract No. W912DQ-11-D-3004 
  Task Order No. 019 


Rolling Knolls Landfill Superfund Site 
Chatham, New Jersey 


 
Subject: Response to Comments on Data Gap Investigation Oversight Draft QAPP  
 
Dear Amy: 


CDM Federal Programs Corporation (CDM Smith) is pleased to submit an electronic copy of the 
Response to Comments on Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan for Oversight of the Data Gap 
Investigation at the Rolling Knolls Landfill Superfund Site, located in Chatham, New Jersey.  


If there are questions concerning this submittal, please contact me at (732) 590-4663. 


Very truly yours, 


CDM FEDERAL PROGRAMS CORPORATION 


 


 


Paul Hagerman, P.E 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosure 
 
cc: Tanya Mitchell, EPA    Kershu Tan, CDM Smith 
 Jeniffer Oxford, CDM Smith   file: 6424-019 
 Field Oversight Staff, CDM Smith  
 
 


 







 


 
Amy Darpinian 
January 22, 2015 
Page 2 
 
 
Specific Comments 
 
Project Management and Objectives Elements 
 
1. Worksheets #3 & 5 
The phone number for William Sy should be updated to (732) 321-6648.   
 
CDM Smith Response - William Sy’s phone number will be updated in the Final QAPP as per the 
comment. 
 
2. Worksheet #10 
The last statement in the worksheet indicated that the split sample results will be compared to the 
PRP’s results using the criteria on precision described in Worksheet #37. However, Worksheet #37 
outlined three comparison criteria that includes statistical testing and evaluating the average ratio 
between the PRP and the split samples. Please revised the statement to make it consistent with the 
work being planned.  
 
CDM Smith Response – The statement will be revised in the Final QAPP to make it consistent with the 
work being planned. Please see the response to comment #5 for specifics of the planned change to the 
text. 
 
3. Worksheet #12 
For the measurement criteria specifications between the split samples, please provide the rationale 
for selecting 50% RPD for the aqueous and 100% RPD for soil samples undergoing routine analysis. In 
addition, please also explain the selection of the 40% RPD for split samples analyzed for dioxin, PCB 
congeners and trace mercury.  
 
CDM Smith Response – A criterion of 50% RPD will be used to evaluate aqueous sample pairs and a 
criterion of 100% RPD will be used for soil dioxin, PCB congeners and trace mercury samples. These 
criteria were selected due to the expected natural variation in data produced by different laboratories. 
Additionally, for soils, lack of sample homogeneity is a driving factor especially for the sediment 
materials which can have varying levels of moisture and high variation in soil components. The 
applicable worksheets will be updated so the sample split evaluation criterion is consistent in the 
revised QAPP. 
 
Measurement/Data Acquisition Elements 
 
4. Worksheet #28 
Comment #8 on the rationale for the measurement performance criteria with regards to the sample 
splits also apply for this worksheet. 
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CDM Smith Response – There is currently no Comment 8 listed in this comment letter.  The changes 
described in the previous responses to comments will be applied universally across Worksheets #28 
and the entire QAPP. 
 
Data Review Elements 
 
5. Worksheet #37 
For this worksheet, it was specified that a 50% RPD will be used to evaluate the data pairs. This is not 
consistent with what is presented in Worksheets #12 and #28 as the criteria that will be used to 
evaluate the sample splits. Please reconcile the information. In addition, please explain how the 
proposed statistical test will be used with the sample pair sizes being planned for this oversight. Some 
of the matrices involved only one or two sample pairs with groundwater from the permanent wells 
having the largest sample pair of 5. Also, it was not clear if the report to be provided as part of the 
split sampling data assessment will only include some conclusions and recommendations or will it be 
just a presentation of the analyte by analyte data comparison. Please elaborate.  
 
CDM Smith Response – A criterion of 50% RPD will be used to evaluate aqueous sample pairs and a 
criterion of 100% RPD will be used for soil samples. Worksheets #12c, 12f and 12j for the aqueous 
matrix and worksheets 12n and 12q for the soil matrix will be updated so the sample split evaluation 
criteria are consistent in the revised QAPP. The statistical information will be removed from this 
worksheet and replaced with the following text:  
 


“RPDs will be calculated for each analyte result and the split sample result. These RPDs will be 
checked against measurement performance criteria presented on Worksheet #28; RPDs 
exceeding the stated criteria will be identified. Additionally RPDs calculated for other QC 
samples (MS/MSDs, Laboratory duplicates) will be reviewed for original and duplicate values 
that are both greater than the QL. This information will be used to draw conclusions about the 
precision of the analyses and, for split samples, the precision of sampling and analysis.” 
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